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PER CURIAM.

Respondent-appelant gppeds as of right from the trid court’s order terminating her parenta
rights to the minor child pursuant to MCL 712A.19b3)(c)(i)), (@) and (j); MSA
27.3178(598.19b)(3)(c)(i), (g) and (j). We affirm.

We review the family court’s termination decison in its entirety for clear error. In Boursaw,
239 Mich App 161, 169; 607 NwW2d 408 (1999). We conclude the trid court did not clearly err in
finding that the statutory grounds for termination were established by clear and convincing evidence.
MCL 5.974(1); In re Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989).

Allyson was originaly adjudicated a temporary court ward because of respondent mother’s
cocaine addiction and her inability to provide Allyson with a suitable, sable, and safe home. At thetime
of the termination hearing, over two years later, the conditions that led to the initia adjudication sill had



not been rectified. Therefore, the evidence supports termination of the respondent mother’s parental
rights under 819b(3)(i). Moreover, even though only a single statutory ground is required in order to
terminate parentd rights, In re Sours, 459 Mich 629; 593 NwW2d 520 (1999); In re Mclntyre, 192
Mich App 47, 50; 480 NW2d 293 (1991), the above evidence aso supported termination of
respondent mother’s parenta rights under 8 19b(3)(g) and (j). The evidence indicated that respondent
mother, because of her drug addiction and inability to provide a safe, sable, suitable home, was unable
to provide proper care and custody for Allyson at the time of the termination hearing and, in light of her
continuing drug addiction, there was little likelihood that she would be able to do so within a reasonable
period of time. Respondent mother also acknowledged that her continuing drug relgpses would place
Allyson at risk for harm.

Further, respondent-gppellant faled to show that termination of her parentd rights was clearly
not in the child’s best interests. MCL 712A.19b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5). Acknowledging the
importance of the child-parent relaionship, we nonetheess believe that the record supports the
conclusion that the best interests of the child are served by termination of respondent-mother’ s parental
rights. In re Boursaw, supra a 180. Thus the trid court did not err in terminating respondent-
gopdlant’s parentd rights to the child.

Affirmed.
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